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THE IMPLICATIONS OF POLITICAL BEHAVIOR RESEARCH 


THE term “political behavior’ has recently appeared 
with increasing frequency in the literature of the social 
sciences. The meanings implied by the term have been 
various. Perhaps the most common of these restricts the 
concept rather narrowly to the behavior of voters. It is 
in this sense that it is most often used by specialists in the 
study of public opinion and by those whose interests are 
focused upon statistical analysis of voting records. 

The view of political behavior as covering only the 
voting of citizen-electors may merely reflect the relative 
ease with which data on voting intentions and election 
results can be collected as compared with data on other 
aspects of the political process. Whatever the reasons for 
this narrower view, the summer seminar on political 
behavior research, following the lead of the Council's 
Committee on Political Behavior, took the position that 
the term should be considerably more inclusive. The 
participants in the seminar thought that their most use- 
ful contribution lay less in the elaboration of definitions, 
however, than in the development of plans for research 
which would show more effectively the distinctive pre- 
occupations of a group whose members are committed 


* Adapted from the preface to a detailed report of the proceedings 
of the interuniversity summer seminar on political behavior research, 
held at the University of Chicago during June and July 1951. The con- 
duct and results of the seminar were briefly described by Avery Leiserson 
in the September 1951 issue of Items, pp. 29-32. While the author must 
take responsibility for the statements in the present paper, the detailed 
report, including the preface, is a collective product. Members of the 
seminar were: Samuel J. Eldersveld, University of Michigan; Alexander 
Heard, University of North Carolina; Samuel P. Huntington, Harvard 
University; Morris Janowitz, University of Chicago; Avery Leiserson 
(chairman), University of Chicago; Dayton D. McKean, Dartmouth Col- 
lege; and David B. Truman, Columbia University. 


by David B. Truman * 


to research on political behavior. The meaning of a par- 
ticular research orientation is likely to emerge most 
clearly from actual research operations and results. 


SCOPE OF THE CONCEPT 


Roughly defined, the term political behavior compre- 
hends those actions and interactions of men and groups 
which are involved in the process of governing. At the 
minimum, therefore, political behavior research is con- 
cerned with the activities of governmental officials of all 
types, party functionaries, interest groups, and voters. 
At the maximum this conception brings under the 
rubric of political behavior any human activities which 
can be said to be a part of governing. One of the implica- 
tions of this view, of course, is that for the purposes of 
relevant research the whole range of political behavior 
patterns is equivalent to and defines the institutions and 
processes of government. 

Properly speaking, political behavior is not a “field” 
of social science; it is not even a “field” of political sci- 
ence. In fact, it would be unfortunate if research on this 
subject were to be considered the exclusive province of 
a small group of specialists. Political behavior is not and 
should not be a specialty, for it represents rather an 
orientation or a point of view which aims at stating all 
the phenomena of government in terms of the observed 
and observable behavior of men. To treat it as a 
“field” coordinate with (and presumably isolated from) 
public law, state and local government, international 
relations, and so on, would be to defeat its major 
aim. That aim includes an eventual reworking and 
extension of most of the conventional “fields” of 
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political science, inasmuch as the point of view is 
relevant to any study of a specialized segment of gov- 
ernment, domestic or international, in which the in- 
vestigator is concerned with processes. Thus the point 
of view would not advocate the abandonment of the 
customary lawyer’s approach to public law but merely 
would argue the value of broadening that approach in 
the direction of stating the process of adjudication in be- 
havioral terms. Concern with the process of government 
thus involves no neglect of legal and constitutional struc- 
ture. On the contrary, the approach seeks to go beyond 
the data supplied by constitutions, statutes, administra- 
tive decrees, or judicial decisions. These are evidence, 
direct or indirect, of political behavior, but they require 
supplementation to provide a more complete description 
of governmental structure in action. This can be sup- 
plied only by systematic observations of actual behavior, 
not by pure speculation or by the exegesis of texts. 
Study of the process of government is not a completely 
new approach; it can be traced back many years. Indeed, 
the path of political behavior research was suggested 
by Charles E. Merriam in his presidential address to 
the American Political Science Association more than a 
quarter of a century ago: 
Some day we may take another angle of approach than the formal, 
as other sciences tend to do, and begin to look at political behavior 
as one of the essential objects of inquiry. Government, after all, is 
not made up merely of documents containing laws and rules, or of 


structures of a particular form, but is fundamentally based upon 
patterns of actions in types of situations.1 


REQUIREMENTS AND OPPORTUNITIES 


Of primary significance are the circumstances under 
which renewed interest in political behavior has devel- 
oped, rather than the novelty of the point of view. These 
circumstances are two: first, a widely recognized need for 
more adequate descriptions of the dynamics of govern- 
ment; second, the recent development of concepts and 
techniques in the other behavioral sciences which give 
promise of assisting in the objective analysis of politics. 

The developments underlying the current interest in 
political behavior imply two basic requirements for ade- 
quate research. In the first place, research must be sys- 
tematic if it is to identify the patterns of relationships 
which work through, or in spite of, the formalities of 
government to define the operating political system. 
This means that research must grow out of a precise 
statement of hypotheses and a rigorous ordering of evi- 
dence which will permit: (1) the identification of be- 
havioral uniformities and of the conditions under which 

1 “Progress in Political Research,” American Political Science Review, 
February 1926, p. 7 (italics ours). 
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they are to be expected; (2) the validation of findings 
through successive research; and (3) the accretion of 
knowledge reflected in concepts of increasing power and 
generality. 

In the second place, research in political behavior 
must place primary emphasis upon empirical methods. 
This is inevitable if it is agreed that the basic data are 
the observable or directly inferable behavior and rela- 
tionships of individuals involved in the political process. 
The actions of men and groups of men cannot be known 
except through direct observation or by inference from 
other behavioral data. In other words, one may speak 
of institutions and formalities such as constitutions and 
statutes, but these must always be conceived as persons 
behaving. The data must always be reducible to units 
of observed behavior and relationships of men. These 
two basic requirements, systematic research and empiri- 
cal methods, are closely interdependent. Crude empiri- 
cism, unguided by adequate theory, is almost certain to 
be sterile. Equally fruitless is speculation which is not or 
cannot be put to empirical test. 

The challenging developments in related behavioral 
sciences invite borrowing and adaptation by students of 
political behavior, but they do not permit uncritical and 
wholesale adoption. There are basic similarities between 
the actions of individuals and groups in politics and the 
actions of men in other social institutions and situations. 
Consequently, any technique for observing behavior of 
the latter sort and any theory or concept which helps 
to order or to explain such data are presumptively 
applicable to the study of human behavior in politics. 
Advances, particularly in social psychology and _soci- 
ology, whether theoretical or technical, afford opportu- 
nities for the student of political behavior to re-examine 
and reappraise his own theories, techniques, and prob- 
lems. But this does not mean that borrowings from other 
social sciences can be indiscriminate. 

The student of political behavior is concerned with 
the methods and concepts in other disciplines only to 
the extent that such tools contribute directly to a more 
meaningful statement of the phenomena of politics. The 
ultimate goal of the student of political behavior is the 
development of a science of the political process, logically 
complete within itself. Given the tremendous range and 
complexity of political data, such specialization is a con- 
tinuing need. The relevance of developments in other 
fields must be judged by the student of politics in terms 
of the peculiar problems of research in political behavior. 
Many of the concerns of the other behavioral sciences 
are not thus relevant. This is especially true of those 
which deal with experimental or laboratory-type situa- 
tions abstracted from the full realities of actual political 

















or other social situations. Nevertheless, political behavior 
research stands to gain tremehdously from a selective use 
of the theories, concepts, and techniques of the other 
social sciences. The productivity of many of these tech- 
niques in other behavioral fields and the suggestiveness 
of many of these concepts and theories provide challeng- 
ing opportunities for the study of politics. 

Because the political behavior orientation implies a 
major emphasis upon systematic research and upon em- 
pirical method, it necessarily aims at being quantitative 
wherever possible. But the approach cannot be limited 
to areas where the possibility of quantification is imme- 
diate. The student of political behavior cannot escape 
the obligation and must not deny himself the oppor- 
tunity to ask important questions, important in the 
description of the political process, simply because his 
answers must be more or less qualitative. He deals with 
the political institution and he is obliged to perform his 
task in quantitative terms if he can and in qualitative 
terms if he must. 

- Against a plea for systematic empirical research in 
politics the charge is frequently made that such an ap- 
proach ignores the area of political values. Inquiry into 
how men ought to act is not a concern of research in 
political behavior. However, the political behavior ap- 
proach implies no denial of the role of values in the 
political process. Values, like laws and matters of formal 
structure, are obviously important determinants of men’s 
behavior, and as such they are a part of the data with 
which political behavior research is concerned. Far from 
denying the importance of values in political behavior, 
the approach implies that orderly observation of such 
behavior is an especially useful way of understanding 
the character of values that operate in the political 
system. Moreover, in political behavior research, as in 
the natural sciences, the values of the investigator are 
important in the selection of the objects and lines of 
inquiry, even when the immediate object is to test a 
hypothesis which is stated in objective terms. Presum- 
ably, therefore, a major reason for any inquiry into po- 
litical behavior is to discover uniformities, and through 
discovering them to be better able to indicate the conse- 
quences of such patterns and of public policy, existing 
or proposed, for the maintenance or development of a 
preferred system of political values. 

It would be similarly inaccurate to assume that the 
political behavior orientation implies a rejection of his- 
torical knowledge. As a matter of convenience and in the 


interest of completeness of data, research on current and 
immediately observable political behavior is emphasized. 
Some types of basic data may never be collected except 
by contemporary observation. Over the years data on 
past behavior patterns, preserved unsystematically and 
by chance, may become lost or difficult to interpret. 
Some kinds of data on political behavior, however, wil 
not become available until some time after the events 
with which they are associated. Moreover, an adequate 
description of current behavior may require an under- 
standing of the continuities and traditions which are 
reflected in contemporary attitudes and actions. ‘Thus 
historical knowledge is likely to be an essential supple- 
ment to contemporary observation of political behavior. 


IMPLICATIONS FOR TRAINING 


The needs and possibilities of political behavior re- 
search presented here have definite implications for grad- 
uate training in the study of politics. The approach obvi- 
ously calls for supplementing and modifying the training 
which political scientists conventionally receive. On the 
other hand, it does not call for the elimination of such 
traditional training. Any new departure in an established 
discipline must build upon the accomplishments of the 
past. Although much of the existing literature of politics 
may be impressionistic, it is extensive and rich in in- 
sights. Without a command of the significant portions of 
that literature, behavioral research, no matter how sys- 
tematic, is likely to be naive and unproductive. Thus it 
seems likely that one of the handicaps to the develop- 
ment of more rigorous political research in the past has 
been that many attempts made by persons not familiar 
with the unsystematized facts were substantively naive 
even when they may have been methodologically sound. 
At the same time, it is clear that graduate students must 
receive more intensive training than is now normally 
given in the basic requirements of political behavior 
research, namely, the logical formulation of assump- 
tions and hypotheses (functional theory) and the use of 
empirical research techniques. This does not imply a 
rambling eclecticism which asks the student interested 
in political behavior to become a master of the tech- 
niques and theories of all related disciplines. The essen- 
tial training must be in terms of significant problems in 
political behavior, not techniques in general or theory 
unrelated to empirically researchable questions. 


39 











THE INTERDISCIPLINARY SUMMER SEMINAR 


AN INTERUNIVERSITY summer research seminar on lin- 
guistics and psychology was held at Cornell University 
during the period June 18 — August 10, 1951, under the 
program sponsored by the Council with funds provided 
by the John and Mary R. Markle Foundation. ‘The pur- 
pose of the seminar was to explore the relationships 
which might exist between the fields of psychology and 
linguistics and to make recommendations regarding the 
development of whatever overlapping areas might be 
found. The senior staff members of the seminar included 
three linguists, Frederick B. Agard of Cornell University, 
Stanley S. Newman of the University of New Mexico, 
and Thomas A. Sebeok of Indiana University; and three 
psychologists, John B. Carroll of Harvard University, 
Charles E. Osgood of the University of Illinois, and 
Richard L. Solomon of Harvard University. The staff 
also included as graduate assistants Don E. Dulany, a 
student of psychology at the University of Michigan, and 
Leonard D. Newmark, a student of linguistics at Indiana 
University. 

With few exceptions the group held scheduled meet- 
ings, of three to four hours, five days a week during the 
seminar period. Occasional supplementary meetings 
were held for special purposes, for example, to demon- 
strate linguistic field procedures and to demonstrate 
one of the current experimental approaches to second- 
language teaching. 

Although the discussions involved a continual process 
of cross-education, the meetings of the first two weeks 
were devoted explicitly to that purpose. ‘The psycholo- 
gists gave talks on the methodology and scope of psy- 
chology, the major problems of learning theory, and the 
results of studies in perception and motivation. The 
linguists, for their part, presented discussions of lin- 
guistic structure, historical and comparative linguistics, 
and certain marginal problems which have recently been 
discussed under the heading of ‘“‘metalinguistics,” a term 
which the group proposed to replace with the term 
exolinguistics in order to avoid the unfortunate con- 
fusion with the term metalanguage as used in logic. 

During the next three weeks of the seminar period, 
the regular meetings were devoted to a series of discus- 
sions in which each member presented his views on a 
number of problems in the psychology of language, with 
an attempt to integrate and interpret the material pre- 
sented in the cross-educational phase of the sessions. 


ON LINGUISTICS AND PSYCHOLOGY 


by John B. Carroll 


In the last three weeks time was devoted to meetings 
of small working groups for discussion of special prob- 
lems, the analysis of data, and the preparation of reports 
and a series of papers to be read at meetings of profes- 
sional societies. 

The remainder of this article is intended to give some 
brief notion of the conclusions reached by the seminar. 

It was found impossible to talk usefully about the rela- 
tionships between psychology and linguistics without 
bringing in, as a background for our discussions, a 
description of the communicative process as a whole. 
The complete description of the communicative process 
would cut across a number of fields and can best be 
discussed under the heading of what may be called gen- 
eral communication theory. The particular frame of 
reference within which the seminar worked owes much 
to the ideas of Shannon, Wiener and others, but we 
wished to emphasize organismic, particularly human, 
communication as contrasted to communication in phys- 
ical systems. 

The communicative process, which for our purposes 
may be considered in terms of the normal relationships 
among speaker, message, and hearer, may be regarded 
as having five stages: 


1. Intentive behavior of the speaker: It may be pre- 
sumed that the speaker has “information” which 
may be transmitted; this information is represented 
by the perceptions, drives, “thoughts,” and other 
states of the individual prior to communicative 
behavior. 

2. Encoding behavior of the speaker: The speaker 
encodes his intentions into linguistic responses. 
3. The message: This is the series of physical events 
establishing contact between speaker and hearer. 
4. Decoding behavior of the hearer: The hearer de- 
codes the message into a set of linguistically-coded 

stimuli. 

. Interpretive behavior of the hearer: The hearer re- 

sponds to the linguistic stimuli he has decoded; his 

responses may be either implicit or overt. 


cr 


The aspects of the communicative process with which 
each of several sciences may be particularly concerned 
may now be pointed out. First, descriptive linguistics is 
concerned exclusively with the structure and potential 
contents of messages, and hence with the code or system 
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of norms inherent in messages. Psychology, qua psychol- 
ogy, is concerned with the behavior of speakers and 
hearers, behavior being broadly conceived to include 
perceptions, attitudes, intents, needs, meanings, and 
overt acts. Thus, so far as the communicative process is 
concerned, psychology has to do chiefly with what we 
have termed intentive and interpretive behavior. Eth- 
nology and other social sciences are also concerned, 
although in a less direct way, with intentions of speakers 
and the behavior of hearers. Psycholinguistics, as we pro- 
pose to define the term, is concerned with the processes 
of encoding and decoding, i.e., the relations which the 
message bears to intentive behavior, on the one hand, 
and to interpretive behavior, on the other. Finally, 
information theory is concerned with measuring the 
amount of information coded in a message and the 
efficiency of the whole communicative process. 

The seminar conceived the process of encoding and 
decoding as a continuous and complex interaction be- 
tween central (mediation) and peripheral (motor skill 
sequence) levels of behavior. Research in psycholinguis- 
tics requires the use of adequate units of analysis. The 
standard units of descriptive linguistics, such as pho- 
nemes, morphemes, and phrases, have been found useful 
for the analysis of messages per se. Nevertheless, these 
units may not necessarily correspond either to the selec- 
tion units in the speaker’s behavior or to the reception 
units in the hearer’s behavior. Furthermore, the units 
for encoding and decoding may be quite different. The 
seminar devoted considerable time to discussing ways of 
developing empirical, behavioral criteria for speaker and 
hearer selection units as contrasted with formal linguistic 
criteria. However, the seminar devoted more thought to 
the determination of the speaker’s selection units than 
to the determination of hearer units, because it was be- 
lieved that it is more important to know how the units 
of a message are selected than to know how the message 
is decoded by the hearer. 

As an example of an area where the results of psycho- 
linguistic investigations might be employed, the tech- 
nique of content analysis was cited, for in a sense the 
purpose of content analysis is to run the encoding process 
backwards—to use certain structural characteristics and 
regularities in the messages from a given source as a 
basis for drawing inferences as to the semantic organiza- 
tion which produced them. The seminar discussed ways 
in which techniques of content analysis might be im- 
proved, for example, by using valid psycholinguistic 
units and by studying the internal contingencies between 
units. 

The problem of meaning, of course, came in for con- 
siderable attention. It was felt that the task of psycho- 
linguistics in this area would be to postulate and experi- 
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mentally verify the mechanisms whereby stimuli acquire 
substitute values. Osgood’s work on the measurement of 
connotative meaning was thought to have important im- 
plications not only for the theory of meaning but also 
for content analysis and many other applications. 

Among the topics considered by the special-interest 
groups formed towards the end of the summer were: 
methods of studying units of language behavior (one 
group worked on large units—the immediate constitu- 
ents of complete utterances, while another group worked 
on phonemes and their transitional probabilities); psy- 
chological research on problems of second-language 
teaching; investigations of the way in which various 
languages treat qualitative dimensions of experience; 
psychological interpretations of linguistic change; and 
methods of research on the hypothesis that language 
structures experience or at least creates predispositions 
to respond to the environment in particular ways. 

The seminar also considered certain operational im- 
plications of linguistics and psychology for each other. 
It was felt that the quantitative techniques which are 
the rule in psychology could be more widely applied in 
linguistics and, on the other hand, that the precision of 
psychological experimentation in many cases could be 
improved by employment of a wider variety of linguistic 
units and by introduction of structural concepts into 
the analysis of verbal data. 

In the course of the seminar it became evident to all 
participants that certain organizational and professional 
aspects of both linguistics and psychology were detri- 
mental to the sound development of psycholinguistics. 
The seminar wished to put on record a number of con- 
crete recommendations as to the conditions necessary 
for freer collaboration between psychologists and lin- 
guists. Psychologists and linguists have little tradition of 
cooperating with each other, and are likely to have seri- 
ous misconceptions of each other. The members of the 
seminar thought that further interdisciplinary confer- 
ences, symposia, and research projects should be en- 
couraged. Better bibliographical materials in psycho- 
linguistics, as well as means of exchanging information 
in psychological and linguistic journals, are urgently 
needed. 

The seminar felt that the time is perhaps ripe for 
greater emphasis on the interdisciplinary approach in 
undergraduate and graduate courses. If there are to be 
courses in the psychology of language, they will have 
to be fair to both linguistics and psychology. Such courses 
might well be taught jointly by linguists and psycholo- 
gists. For example, it would be wise to have a trained 
linguist participate in teaching a course in the psy- 
chology of language because the typical psychology 
department will otherwise be well represented in the 








specific areas of psychology which are relevant to psycho- 
linguistics. The seminar outlined the topics which would 
constitute the minimum content of a course in psycho- 
linguistics, whether for students of linguistics or of 


psychology. 


In sum, the members of the seminar felt a sense of 
achievement in attaining a better understanding of each 
other’s specialties, in finding tangible grounds for fur- 
ther collaboration, and in outlining a number of stra- 
tegic and important areas for research. 


INTERUNIVERSITY SUMMER RESEARCH SEMINAR 


THE seminar on status and stratification met at Ohio 
State University for an eight-week period during the 
summer of 1951. The members of the seminar were 
drawn from the fields of anthropology, psychology, and 
sociology and included: Wilfrid Bailey, University of 
Texas; Nelson Foote, formerly at Cornell and now at 
the University of Chicago; Paul K. Hatt, Northwestern 
University; Robert Hess, University of Chicago; Richard 
T. Morris, University of Wisconsin; and the writer. 
Funds were made available through the Graduate School 
at Ohio State for the services of a full-time research 
assistant, Gresham Sykes of Northwestern. 

During the first five weeks, our major goal was the 
construction of a general paradigm in terms of which 
current efforts in the field of stratification might be ana- 
lyzed and areas of needed research identified. We were 
fortunate in having available, as an immediate point of 
departure, a tentative model along these lines prepared 
by Mr. Morris prior to the seminar. The work on the 
paradigm was carried forward through the presentation, 
by each seminar member, of prepared statements bearing 
upon the requirements of such a paradigm, in the light 
of their own research efforts and of a general appraisal 
of the stratification field. 

Having thus developed a tentative analytical model 
through group discussion, the next week was devoted to 
independent study, with each member selecting an area 
of interest within the field and being responsible for 
analyzing selected works in terms of the basic paradigm. 
The areas covered, along with examples of the writers 
included, were: (1) recent American theorists (Parsons, 
Davis and Moore); (2) community studies (Warner, 
Goldschmidt); (3) the occupational approach to stratifi- 
cation (Davidson and Anderson, Hatt); (4) early theorists 
(Marx, Mosca); (5) the analysis of power (Brady, 
Weber); and (6) equalitarian theory and stratification 
(Marshall, Tawney). The analysis was carried on by 
applying the terms of the paradigm to these works: 
e.g., the criteria of status ascription; the ascribers and 
ascribees; the correlates of position. 
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ON STATUS AND STRATIFICATION 


by Melvin Seeman 


In the course of the discussion aimed at constructing 
and applying the paradigm, the group isolated some ten 
major issues in the stratification field toward which fur- 
ther discussion and research should be pointed. Space 
limitations preclude an adequate presentation of these 
ten issues, but their general nature may be inferred from 
the following summary illustrations: 


1. To what extent and for what purposes is it valid to 
speak of the stratification system as a single entity 
rather than of a congeries of partial systems? 

. At what point do formulations of stratification in 
the local community diverge from those applicable 
to the mass society? 

. What are the best operational and theoretic pro- 
cedures for dealing with the problem of multiple 
positions occupied by a single person—e.g., to what 
extent can these be validly summated as a net status 
ranking; or is ranking always situationally limited 
to a few relevant criteria? 

. For what purposes should the basic point of origin 
for stratification be taken as the process or act of 
preferential ascription by individuals of others (psy- 
chological causation), as distinguished from systems 
of stratification viewed as the product of impersonal 
causes? 


The seminar developed an extensive classified bibliog- 
raphy; and it is hoped that this can shortly be made 
available to those directly concerned with stratification 
problems. The seminar members did not set as a goal 
the development of a unified report. It is anticipated, 
rather, that the results of the seminar will be incorpo- 
rated in the currently planned independent publications 
of the participants. It was the consensus of opinion that 
the success of the seminar lay largely in the fact that it 
was not designed to produce a formal report but instead 
to facilitate the full exchange of critical notes on present 
directions of research and the development of fresh view- 
points in this field. 
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ROCKEFELLER FOUNDATION SUPPORT OF THE COUNCIL 


Tue Rockefeller Foundation has continuously and 
generously supported the general operations of the Social 
Science Research Council from its very beginning. For 
many years the Foundation, with the Laura Spelman 
Rockefeller Memorial, provided the predominant por- 
tion of the Council’s funds. Rockefeller Foundation con- 
tributions have financed the research training fellowship 
and grant-in-aid programs of the Council and have pro- 
vided for a major part of the Council’s administrative 
expenditures as well as the support of its conference and 
planning activities. The latter have included the work 
of a long succession of Council committees. 

At a meeting on December 4-5 the trustees of the 
Rockefeller Foundation approved a grant to the Council 
of a capital sum of $1,500,000 to replace the two- or 
three-year grants heretofore made for administrative and 
for conference and planning purposes. It was stipulated 
that during the first ten years expenditures are to be 
limited to annual income from the capital sum, but that 
thereafter the capital itself may be drawn upon from 


year to year insofar as may be necessary to finance essen- 
tial Council operations. Amounts available during the 
next two or three years under other grants from the 
Foundation and the annual income from the new capital 
sum together will provide, during approximately the 
next eight years, the equivalent of the support which 
the Foundation has been contributing to the Council 
for annual expenditure for administrative and confer- 
ence and planning purposes. It is hoped that in the mean- 
time other supplementary sources of support can be 
found. While the new grant does not involve an increase 
in the Council’s yearly rate of expenditure—and might 
later on result in at least a temporary diminution of 
income—it does provide an important element of sta- 
bility never before present in the Council's financing. 

The Council is deeply appreciative of the Founda- 
tion’s concern with the essential purpose of the Council 
—the advancement of research in the social fields—and 
of the strength of this expression of confidence in its 
continuing efforts to achieve this purpose. 


CURRENT COUNCIL ACTIVITIES RELATING TO RESEARCH TRAINING 


IN THE spring and summer of 1951 Leonard S. Cott- 
rell, Jr., as a member of the Council staff, solicited the 
assistance of numerous universities, teachers, and officials 
in planning a series of working conferences focused on 
problems of improving training for research on social 
behavior. In a memorandum circulated in June, it was 
proposed that representatives of institutions where active 
interest in the subject is manifested should be brought 
together periodically to exchange information, and to 
seek a consensus on objectives of research training and 
on ways in which the Council might contribute to their 
realization. 

The returns of this canvass left no room for doubt 
that there is widespread interest among individuals in 
the improvement of research training in this field. Fur- 
ther consideration, however, led to the conclusion that 
it would be wise to defer holding nation-wide or re- 
gional conferences until more definite planning has been 
carried out by the faculties of a few universities. It was 
thought that the problems which are generally recog- 
nized in the abstract should first be examined with refer- 
ence to the actual situations in particular institutions; 


conferences on a wider scale thereafter could confidently 
be expected to yield more than generalities. 

In his visits to a number of universities Mr. Cottrell 
found several graduate schools in which the faculty 
members were eager to devote substantial amounts of 
time to systematic consideration of their own research 
training programs and practices. At two institutions— 
Cornell University and the University of Wisconsin— 
faculty seminars on research training have been organ- 
ized, with financial support from the Council. The agree- 
ment between each university and the Council provides 
that the members of the seminar will meet regularly 
at specified times and will transmit to the Council at 
the end of the year a report including, it is hoped, con- 
crete recommendations for a program of research train- 
ing realistically adapted to the actual and potential re- 
sources of their institution. The Cornell seminar has 
been meeting biweekly since the beginning of the fall 
term; that at Wisconsin is to begin with the second 
semester. In each case a grant from the Council pro- 
vides funds for the part-time release of one or two 
faculty members as leader and rapporteur, for dinner 











or luncheon meetings, and for clerical services. At cer- 
tain other universities faculty committees are giving 
active attention to the same problems, and have offered 
to share the results of their work with others, through 
the Council. 

In October, as a further stimulus to thought and pos- 
sible action on research training problems, the Council 
distributed mimeographed copies of a memorandum by 


Mr. Cottrell entitled “Training for Research in Social 
Behavior: Suggestions for Discussion.” 

Since Mr. Cottrell’s part-time service as Council staff 
must soon end to permit him to devote full time to his 
duties at the Russell Sage Foundation, responsibility 
for the Council’s work on research training has been 
assigned to Elbridge Sibley who will welcome corre- 
spondence on the subject. 


COMMITTEE BRIEFS 


CENSUS MONOGRAPHS 


Ralph G. Hurlin (chairman), Robert W. Burgess, John D. 
Durand, Ernest M. Fisher, F. F. Hill, Frederick F. Stephan, 
Ralph J. Watkins. 

The committee was reconstituted and enlarged in Decem- 
ber when it became clear that the Bureau of the Census 
will be able to carry through the preparation of a substan- 
tial number of monographs analyzing the results of the 1950 
census. The Bureau was able during the autumn to make 
specific staff assignments for the development of certain 
monographs, while others will be undertaken cooperatively 
with other research organizations. Direction and adminis- 
trative management of the monograph program will be car- 
ried forward by the Bureau’s staff. The Council’s committee 
will continue to serve in an advisory relationship regarding 
the progress of the program as a whole, plans for indi- 
vidual monographs, and the allocation of special funds 
obtained by the Council in order to supplement the staff 
time and services provided by the Bureau. In November 
the Council obtained a grant from the Russell Sage Founda- 
tion which will make possible the preparation of two mono- 
graphs for which Bureau resources were not available. It 
hopes to be able to find supplementary resources in a num- 
ber of additional instances. Arrangements have been made 
directly between the Bureau and the Scripps Foundation for 
Population Research, the Milbank Memorial Fund, and 
certain government agencies regarding the writing of vol- 
umes in the series. 

Apart from monographs dealing with housing and agri- 
cultural data which are still under discussion, it is expected 
that manuscripts will be prepared on the following subjects: 


Growth of population in the United States 

Growth of metropolitan areas 

Foreign-born and ethnic population groups 

The aged population 

The child and youth population 

Families 

Differential reproduction 

Social characteristics of farm, village, town and urban 
populations 

Internal migration 

Educational attainment 
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Income in the United States 

The labor force 

Occupational and industrial distribution of the labor 
force 

Economic areas of the United States 

Location of economic activities 

Trends in manufacturing. 


HUMAN RESOURCES AND ADVANCED TRAINING 
(Appointed by the Conference Board of Associated Research 
Councils) 

Charles E. Odegaard (chairman), Donald Bridgman, 
Aaron J. Brumbaugh, C. W. de Kiewiet, E. D. Grizzell, 
Quinn McNemar, Ralph A. Sawyer, Frederick F. Stephan, 
M. H. Trytten, Paul Webbink, F. L. Wilkinson, Jr., Malcolm 
M. Willey; Director: Dael Wolfle. 

At meetings in New York on September 29-30 and in 
Washington on December 7-8 the Commission discussed 
with the director and staff the contents of a report which 
is to be prepared by next September. The scope of the in- 
quiries which the Commission has under way was sum- 
marized in the March 1951 issue of Jtems in Dael Wolfle’s 
article, “Plans for Studies of America’s Trained Talent.” 
The Commission’s report is to include chapters on the 
growth of the scientific, scholarly, and professional popu- 
lation; the occupational characteristics of the present supply 
of persons in these fields; the personal characteristics of the 
present supply and of current replacements; factors affecting 
the oncoming supply; the nature of the potential supply; 
and evidence regarding current and future demands. A 
second group of chapters will deal with possible ways of 
assuring better utilization of the existing supply and the 
feasibility of making better use of the entire potential supply. 
It is contemplated that the staff will present in a separate 
report a critique of existing research on certain major prob- 
lems, and judgments concerning the areas of research to 
which special emphasis should be given in order to cope 
with the more significant gaps in existing knowledge. 

At the December meeting the Commission also reviewed 
the staff's efforts to stimulate relevant cooperative studies on 
the part of various university and other private or govern- 
mental organizations. It was the Commission’s judgment 
that very substantial success had been attained in these 





attempts to widen participation in its program, as well as 
in bringing the results of the staff's work to the attention of 
government agencies dealing with manpower problems. The 
Commission believes that there is continuing need for a 
general review and integration of factors relating to the 
problems of supply, potential supply, and demand for scien- 
tific and scholarly personnel, and has recommended that the 
Conference Board of Associated Research Councils seek 
ways of extending the Commission’s activities for an addi- 
tional two- or three-year period beyond next September, 
when its termination is now scheduled. 


IDENTIFICATION OF TALENT 


David C. McClelland (chairman), Alfred L. Baldwin, Urie 
Bronfenbrenner, Fred L. Strodtbeck, Dael Wolfie. 

At its second meeting, held at Yale University on Novem- 
ber 24-25, the committee discussed several progress reports 
on the research projects which have been initiated under its 
sponsorship, with funds provided by the John and Mary R. 
Markle Foundation. Urie Bronfenbrenner reported on some 
theoretical and methodological problems in the analysis of 
social sensitivity. David C. McClelland discussed the role of 
motivation in achievement. Orville G. Brim, Jr., who is 
assisting Fred L. Strodtbeck in the study of the role of value 
orientations in the development of talent, reviewed previous 
studies of talented persons from a sociological viewpoint. 
Mr. Strodtbeck reported on representing the outcome of 
successive ranking of three alternatives. Richard D. Schwartz 
of Yale University spoke on his study of comparative talent 
utilization in two Israeli settlements. 

The committee also gave favorable consideration to the 
need for a review of the literature on personality factors in 
vocational choice. 


INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION 
AMONG SOCIAL SCIENTISTS 


Roy F. Nichols (chairman), Robert C. Angell, Frederick 
S. Dunn, Robert B. Hall, Otto Klineberg, Donald Young; 
staff, Bryce Wood. 

During the past year considerable attention has been given 
in Unesco and elsewhere to sundry proposals for the estab- 
lishment of one or more international social science research 
institutes and the possible establishment of an international 
social science council. To obtain more specific information 
about the plans of Unesco and its Department of Social 
Sciences and to explore directly with European social scien- 
tists their views regarding these proposals, Bryce Wood dur- 
ing October and November visited individual social scien- 
tists and officials in Paris, London, Copenhagen, Oslo, Stock- 
holm, Amsterdam, Cologne, and Brussels. His findings were 
discussed by the committee at a meeting on December 4 as a 
basis for formulating the Council’s attitude toward the pend- 
ing proposals. There was agreement that establishment of the 
proposed institutes should be undertaken only with the 
greatest caution to make sure that they would not dissipate 


existing research efforts without adding appreciably to the 
results which can be expected from them. On the other hand, 
it was also agreed that if genuine support for an interna- 
tional council or similar body were found to exist among 
social scientists in many countries, the establishment of such 
a body might be both practical and useful. 

Extensive consideration was given to the specific functions 
which a council might perform with respect to the advance- 
ment of research in the social sciences and as an advisory 
group to Ungsco, to problems of finance, and to organiza- 
tional structure. The conclusions reached by the committee 
were presented at a conference, called by UNEsco on Decem- 
ber 18-21 in Paris, in which Donald Young participated as 
the representative of the Social Science Research Council. 


LABOR MARKET RESEARCH 


Dale Yoder (chairman), E. Wight Bakke, J. Douglas 
Brown, Philip M. Hauser, Clark Kerr, Charles A. Myers, 
Gladys L. Palmer, Carroll L. Shartle. 

At a meeting on November 27-28 the committee made 
plans for a careful review and appraisal of recent research 
on factors affecting labor mobility, in the hope that this can 
be completed by the autumn of 1952. The six-city study of 
occupational mobility conducted under contract with the 
Bureau of the Census and with funds provided by the 
Department of the Air Force will be completed in February. 
The committee hopes that the major substantive results of 
this study including special analyses by each of the seven 
cooperating research groups—at the University of California 
at Los Angeles, University of California at Berkeley, Uni- 
versity of Chicago, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 
University of Minnesota, University of Pennsylvania, and 
Yale University—will also be ready for publication by next 
autumn. In the meantime, as part of the process of appraisal 
of labor mobility research, the committee is planning a con- 
ference in the spring intended to weigh the strengths and 
weaknesses of the research designs which have been used 
for mobility studies and to arrive at proposals for strengthen- 
ing future studies. In another area of research with which 
it has been concerned, the committee is exploring the feasi- 
bility of setting up a subcommittee on research dealing with 
reactions to change—including resistances and favoring fac- 
tors—centered initially upon problems of adjustment to 
changes in industrial plants and to technical change gen- 
erally, but expected to include consideration of other phe- 
nomena involving resistances to change. 


PACIFIC COAST COMMITTEES ON 
OLD AGE RESEARCH AND SOCIAL STATISTICS 
Old Age Research: Harold E. Jones (chairman), Ray E. 


Baber, Roy M. Dorcus, Lloyd Fisher, M. Bruce Fisher, James 
A. Hamilton, Oscar J. Kaplan, Clark Kerr, Elon H. Moore. 


Social Statistics: Maurice I. Gershenson (chairman), Gene- 
vieve Carter, Emily Huntington, George M. Kuznets, Davis 
McEntire, Calvin F. Schmid, Jacob Yerushalmy. 

Members of these two Pacific Coast committees attended 
the Governor’s Conference on Problems of Aging, held in 











Sacramento on October 15-16. At a subsequent meeting of 
the Research Division of the Conference, held in Berkeley 
on November 5 under the chairmanship of Harold E. Jones, 
plans were drawn up for the organization of research in the 
areas of mental and physical health, education, employ- 
ment, income, housing, and recreation. A general outline 
was proposed for research on aging, to be maintained at 
the community level, on a state-wide basis in state agencies, 
and at universities and other research centers. H. E. J. 


SCALING THEORY AND METHODS 


Harold Gulliksen (chairman), Paul Horst, John E. Karlin, 
Paul F. Lazarsfeld, Henry Margenau, Frederick Mosteller, 
John Volkmann; staff, Warren Torgerson. 

The committee was appointed in December 1950 to 
supervise the preparation of a monograph on the theory 
and methods of scaling and to stimulate basic research in 
the field. The four meetings held thus far have been pri- 
marily devoted to consideration of the scope of the pro- 
posed monograph and to specification of areas of needed 
research. An outline of the monograph has been sub- 
mitted, revised, and tentatively accepted. A review of the 
literature has been initiated, and a bibliography compiled. 
- Copies of the bibliography will be available to those inter- 
ested, and the committee invites those concerned with 
scaling problems to suggest additional references for the 
bibliography. Requests and suggestions should be sent to 
Warren Torgerson, Department of Psychology, Princeton 
University, Princeton, N. J. w. T. 


SOCIAL BEHAVIOR 


Leonard S. Cottrell, Jr. (chairman), Leon Festinger, 
Horace M. Miner, Robert R. Sears, Robin M. Williams, Jr.; 
staff, M. Brewster Smith. 

This committee was appointed by the Committee on 
Problems and Policy at its October meeting and given the 
following assignment: (1) to identify the important problem 
areas of convergence of the behavioral sciences (anthro- 
pology, psychology, and sociology) which need planning and 
development in order to stimulate and focus research 
activity; and (2) to define specific manageable tasks which 
can be undertaken by appropriate subcommittees working 
in cooperation with the general committee. Thus the com- 
mittee will carry on work in the broad area developed in 
the Council under its former Committee on Social Adjust- 
ment from 1940 to 1947. 

Two meetings of the new committee have been held, on 
October 19 and December 7-8. Thus far, subcommittees have 
been proposed for work on (a) socialization, (b) communica- 
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tion and interpersonal influence, and (c) social integration; 
and a preliminary canvass has been made of social science 
personnel having related interests and research experience. 

L. S.C. 


SOUTHERN ASIA 
(Joint with the American Council of Learned Societies) 

W. Norman Brown (chairman), Kingsley Davis, Franklin 
Edgerton, Holden Furber, David G. Mandelbaum, Horace 
I. Poleman, Lauriston Sharp; secretary, Alice Thorner. 

The main purpose of the committee’s meeting in New 
York on December 2 was to check on what had been done 
to implement the proposals made by the committee in its 
report, Southern Asia Studies in the United States: A Survey 
and Plan, and to make further plans for getting the recom- 
mended program under way. The secretary reported that 
1,700 copies of the report had been distributed since its 
publication in August. 

The committee’s key recommendations for the future of 
Southern Asia studies hinge on the maintenance and 
expansion of the five existing Southern Asia programs, at 
the University of California, Columbia, Cornell, Pennsyl- 
vania, and Yale. The meeting therefore surveyed briefly the 
current status of each of these centers in terms of faculty 
members on campus and overseas, course offerings, students 
in residence and in the field, degrees granted to date, 
research in progress, government contract work, summer 
session plans, and types of external financial aid. The com- 
mittee also considered that the most practical immediate 
steps toward setting up an American Institute to facilitate 
field work in Southern Asia would be the expansion of the 
Cornell Field Station in Bangkok and establishment of a 
Pennsylvania Field Station in India. 

In the field of undergraduate education, the committee 
decided to write immediately to presidents and deans of 
institutions which have already evinced interest in Southern 
Asia, suggesting that they make use of faculty study fellow- 
ships to enable some of their instructors to add Southern 
Asia training to their background. The committee then 
explored the possibilities for a conference of college admii'- 
istrators on the problems of introducing Asian studies into 
the undergraduate curriculum. 

Preliminary plans were also discussed for a meeting of 
librarians to examine questions of obtaining, cataloguing, 
and making the best use of Southern Asia materials. The 
committee has already obtained support for publication by 
the Library of Congress of a Quarterly Southern Asia Acces- 
sions List. With the help of a grant from the Wenner-Gren 
Foundation for Anthropological Research the work of com- 
pilation began in June 1951, and the first issue is expected to 
appear early in 1952. A. T. 














PERSONNEL 


RESEARCH TRAINING FELLOWSHIPS 


Since making the appointments listed in the September 
issue of Jtems, the Committee on Social Science Personnel— 
Edward P. Hutchinson (chairman), Donald T. Campbell, 
William W. Howells, Earl Latham, Richard A. Lester, and 
Paul Webbink—has awarded seven new research training 
fellowships: 


William M. Evan, Ph.D. candidate in sociology, Cornell 
University, for research on the sociology and social 
psychology of participation. 

Robert Gutman, Ph.D. candidate in sociology, Colum- 
bia University, and instructor in sociology at Dart- 
mouth College, for training in empirical demo- 
graphic research. 


Lewis C. Mainzer, Ph.D. candidate in political science, 
University of Chicago, for a study of research policy 
under the Research and Marketing Act of 1946. 


Walter T. Martin, Ph.D. in sociology, University of 
Washington, and Assistant Professor, University of 
Oregon, for training in research in urban demog- 
raphy at Columbia University, the Bureau of the 
Census, and the Scripps Foundation for Population 
Research. 


Sidney L. North, Ph.D. candidate in psychology, Uni- 
versity of Western Ontario, for research on the use 
of projective tests, with special attention to validation. 


Richard C. Wade, Ph.D. candidate in history, Harvard 
University, and Assistant Professor, University of 
Rochester, for further training in urban sociology 
at the University of Chicago and in economic his- 
tory at Harvard University, and research on the 
development of midwestern urbanism. 


Gordon C. Zahn, Ph.D. candidate in sociology, Catholic 


University, a postdoctoral fellowship for training in 
the field of social psychology. 


AREA RESEARCH TRAINING FELLOWSHIPS 
AND TRAVEL GRANTS 


At its meeting in Washington on November 3, the Com- 
mittee on Area Research Training Fellowships—Fred 
Eggan (chairman), Cyril E. Black, W. Rex Crawford, Cora 
Du Bois, Richard Hartshorne, and Robert S. Smith— 
awarded eleven new fellowships: 


Alan R. Beals, Ph.D. candidate in anthropology, Uni- 
versity of California, for study in India of culture 
change in an Indian village. 


William C. Blanchard, Jr., Ph.D. candidate in anthro- 
pology, Cornell University, a postdoctoral fellowship 
for investigation in Mexico of cultural factors under- 
lying “success” or “failure” of ejidos as agricultural 
communities. 


Ardath W. Burks, Ph.D. in political science, School of 
Advanced International Studies, and Assistant Pro- 
fessor, Rutgers University, for research in Japan on 
modern economic thought and interdisciplinary work 
at the University of Michigan and at its Okayama 
field station. 


Gordon Campbell, Ph.D. candidate in arithropology, 
Harvard University, and fellow of the Australian 


National University, for preparation for subsequent 
field research. 


Irving Kaplan, Ph.D. candidate in anthropology, Uni- 
versity of Chicago, for research in East Africa on law 
and legal institutions in a culture contact situation. 


Louise Luke, Ph.D. candidate in Russian literature, 
Columbia University, for research in Europe on the 
Marxian woman. 


Vincent Malmstrom, Ph.D. candidate in geography, 


University of Michigan, for research in Norway on 
land transport. 


Robert F. Murphy, Ph.D. candidate in anthropology, 
Columbia University, for research in Brazil Py 
native culture and acculturation of the Mundurucu 
Indians. 


Harold K. Schneider, Ph.D. candidate in anthropology, 
Northwestern University, to continue research on the 
Masai of East Africa. 


Thomas C. Smith, Ph.D. in history, Harvard University, 
and Assistant Professor, Stanford University, for a 
historical study of the origins and development of 
tenantry in Japan. 


George O. Totten, Ph.D. candidate in political science, 
Yale University, for research in Japan on the prewar 
Japanese social democratic movement. 

The following travel grant was also awarded: 


Paul S. Dull, Ph.D. in history, University of Washing- 
ton, and Associate Professor, University of Oregon, 
for a study of Japanese political behavior with 
special reference to Japanese liberalism. 


APPOINTMENTS TO COMMITTEES 


A new Committee on Cross-Cultural Education, consist- 
ing of Wendell C. Bennett of Yale University (chairman), 
W. Rex Crawford of the University of Pennsylvania, Cora 
Du Bois of the Institute of International Education, Her- 
bert Hyman of Columbia University, Ronald Lippitt of the 
University of Michigan, and Charles P. Loomis of Michigan 
State College, has been appointed to plan and promote 
research on the cross-cultural experience of foreign students 
and other groups. 

Paul K. Hatt of Northwestern University (chairman), 
Nelson N. Foote of the University of Chicago, Walter R. 
Goldschmidt of the University of California at Los Angeles, 
Melvin Seeman of Ohio State University, and Richard T. 
Morris of the University of Wisconsin have been appointed 
to a new Committee on Social Stratification, which will be 
concerned with development of plans for research in this 
field. 

Everett N. Case, President of Colgate University, has been 
designated by the American Council on Education as a 
member of the Conference Board of Associated Research 
Councils, succeeding James L. Morrill. William W. Rubey, 
Research Geologist of the U. S. Geological Survey, who be- 








came Chairman of the National Research Council in 
October, has also been appointed to the Conference Board, 
succeeding Douglas Whitaker. 

C. Philip Miller, M.D., of the University of Chicago, has 
been appointed by the Conference Board to the Committee 
on International Exchange of Persons, succeeding Paul 
Weiss (resigned). 

John A. Clausen of the National Institute of Mental 
Health has been appointed a member of the Committee on 
Social Science Personnel, succeeding William W. Howells 
(resigned). 

Dael Wolfle, Director of the Commission on Human Re- 
sources and Advanced Training, has been named a mem- 
ber of the Committee on Identification of Talent. 


COUNCIL STAFF 


M. Brewster Smith, Professor of Psychology at Vassar 
College, will join the staff of the Council on a part-time 
basis beginning February 1, 1952 and will serve as full-time 
staff after July 1. Mr. Smith is a former fellow of the Council, 
having held a Demobilization Award in 1946-47. He served 
also as an analyst for the Council’s former Committee on 
Analysis of Experience of the Research Branch, Information 
and Education Division, ASF, and in that capacity was a 
co-author of The American Soldier, Vol. II: Combat and 
Its Aftermath. He is currently a member of the Committee 
on Political Behavior. 


PUBLICATIONS 


SSRC BULLETINS AND MONOGRAPHS 


Social Behavior and Personality: Contributions of W. I. 
Thomas to Theory and Social Research, edited by 
Edmund H. Volkart. June 1951. 348 pp. Cloth, $3.00. 

Support for Independent Scholarship and Research 
by Elbridge Sibley. Report of an inquiry jointly 
sponsored by the American Philosophical Society and 

e Social Science Research Council. May 1951. 
131 pp. $1.25. 

Area Research: Theory and Practice, Bulletin 63, by 
Julian H. Steward. August 1950. 183 pp. $1.50. 

Culture Conflict and Crime, Bulletin 41, by Thorsten 
Sellin. 1938; reprinted September 1950. 116 pp. $1.00. 

Tensions Affecting International Understanding: A 
Survey of Research, Bulletin 62, by Otto Klineberg. 
May 1950. 238 pp. Paper, $1.75; cloth, $2.25. 


The Council’s bulletins, monographs, and pamphlets are 
distributed from the New York office of the Council. 


PAMPHLETS 


Area Studies in American Universities by Wendell C. 
Bennett. 1951. 92 pp. $1.00. 


Domestic Control of Atomic Energy, Pamphlet 8, by 
Robert A. Dahl and Ralph S. Brown, Jr. 1951. 122 pp. 
$1.00. 


Effective Use of Social Science Research in the Federal 
Services. Prepared with the assistance of the Council. 
New York: Russell Sage Foundation, 1950. 47 pp. 
50 cents. 


A Directory of Social Science Research Organizations 
in Universities and Colleges by the Committee on 
Organization for Research. June 1950. 40 pp. Ob- 
tainable from the New York office of the Council. 


Memorandum on University Research Programs in the 
Field of Labor 1950 by the Committee on Labor 
Market Research. 70 pp. Photo-offset. Obtainable 
from the New York office of the Council. 
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